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Responses for Document 00099

00099-001: Thank you for your comment.

00099-002: Thank you for your comment.

00099-003: Thank you for your comment.

00099-004: Thank you for your comment.

00099-005: Thank you for your comment.

00099-006: Thank you for your comment.

00099-007: Thank you for your comment.

00099-008: Thank you for your comment.

00099-009: Please see Section 2.5 of the FEIS for information regarding citizens’ oversight.
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Responses for Document 00100

00100-001: Section 4.4.4.7, “Human Health and Safety,” provides a detailed analysis of the potential effects of oil
spills on human health.

The BLM and member agencies of the JPO are committed to the protection of human health and the
environment.  The Federal Grant and authorizing legislation (TAPAA) provide unprecedented authority
to BLM in assuring the protection of human health and the environment. Stipulations (the guiding
conduct of operations for the operator of TAPS) within the Federal Grant contain numerous provisions
that are protective of human health and the environment.

00100-002: The text box in Section 4.1.1.8 provides a synopsis of the MP 400 bullet hole incident.  Details of the
spill and the response are provided.  Changes to the pipeline’s spill contingency plan that are being
made as a result of lessons learned are also discussed.

Integrity of pipeline structural supports is closely monitored.  See Section 4.1.3.2.1 for a discussion on
the design, monitoring, and repair of pipeline structural supports and heat pipes.  Ongoing monitoring
of pipeline corrosion is also discussed in Section 4.1.3.2.1.  Oil spill contingency planning is
extensively discussed in Sections 4.1.1.7, 4.1.4, 4.4, and 4.7.10.  The text box in Section 4.4.4.3
provides a detailed discussion on contingency planning in the Copper River Drainage.

00100-003: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00100-004: The reader is directed to the discussion of escrow funds found in Section 2.5.

00100-005: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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Responses for Document 00101

00101-001: The BLM conducted extensive government-to-government consultations under Executive Order
13175. Consultation with the Village of Eyak included several meetings, written correspondence, and
telephone conversations. Section 5.3 of the FEIS provides details of the government-to-government
process.  The BLM is not required to provide training, education, or financial support for government-
to-government interactions.

00101-002: Based on comments on the DEIS, considerable additional review of subsistence information was
conducted, including attention to a small number of additional studies. With this additional analysis,
the EIS is able to draw reasonable conclusions on the basis of existing information.

00101-003: Establishment of a Tribal oversight role for TAPS operations and maintenance is outside the scope of
the environmental impact statement process for the renewal of the Federal Grant of Right-of-Way.  In
addition, legal and regulatory circumstances do not allow the BLM to create a specific TAPS Tribal
oversight group.  While Executive Order 13175 requires the BLM to consult with Tribal groups through
government-to-government consultation, it does not exempt the BLM from its statutory authority to
provide regulatory oversight for all TAPS operations and maintenance.  This authority can not be
displaced, shared, or abdicated.  Agencies that operate within the framework of the Joint Pipeline
Office (JPO) also derive their oversight responsibilities from specific statutes and regulations.  As with
the BLM, these authorities form a legally binding regulatory responsibility on the agencies.

Tribal participation and Tribal input has and will continue to be a fundamental component of the
government’s responsibility to ensure safe and environmentally protective TAPS operations. Many
laws and regulations that direct specific TAPS oversight and compliance issues include mandated
Tribal as well as public review and comment; for example, subsistence hearings and oil spill response
planning.  Review and comment by Tribal groups and the public ensure full and open disclosure of the
decision-making process.  In addition, BLM-Alaska has a legally authorized Resources Advisory
Council (RAC) that meets regularly to discuss land management issues in Alaska.  The RAC is
composed of a diverse cross-section of citizens, including a Tribal representative who provides advice
to BLM-Alaska and who functions in a collaborative setting.

00101-004: The purpose of an EIS is to compile a wide range of data on the natural and cultural environment as a
basis for impact analyses, and synthesize and summarize these data accurately for use by decision
makers. It is not possible in a document as broad in scope as this EIS to provide a detailed discussion
of all Alaska Native groups affected by the TAPS renewal and still meet the requirement for a simple,
understandable document.  The sections of the EIS relating to Alaska Natives are based on the main
published sources pertaining to the groups of interest. Those sections have been reviewed following
the receipt of public comments on the DEIS and any factual errors or misstatements have been
corrected.

00101-005: Section 3.24 and Appendix D present available data for the evaluation of subsistence impacts on the
rural Alaskans who conduct this activity, including Alaska Natives living in such settings. Section
4.3.20 presents anticipated impacts under the proposed action, Section 4.4.4.14 discusses impacts of
spills associated with the proposed action, and Section 4.7.8.1 discusses cumulative impacts of
renewing the TAPS combined with other impacts.  The existence of greater impacts associated with
the TAPS is not supported by available data.

00101-006: As discussed in Section 3.29, the environmental justice assessment in this EIS is based on evidence
of likely disproportionate high and adverse impacts to low-income and minority populations.  The
evaluation of environmental justice impacts involves all impact areas and all alternative actions
(including those considered under cumulative impacts) examined in the document.  The Native Village
of Eyak evaluation of the assessment is noted.
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00101-007: As stated in Section 4.4.1 of the EIS, the spills analysis applied in the EIS is based on available
literature concerning current TAPS operations, taking into account spills analyses that have been
performed in other EISs.  This was done to ensure due consideration of a wide spectrum of spill
scenarios consistent with current industry practice.

00101-008: The reader is directed to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00101-009: Establishment of a Tribal oversight role for TAPS operations and maintenance is outside the scope of
the environmental impact statement process for the renewal of the Federal Grant of Right-of-Way.  In
addition, legal and regulatory circumstances do not allow the BLM to create a specific TAPS Tribal
oversight group.  While Executive Order 13175 requires the BLM to consult with Tribal groups through
government-to-government consultation, it does not exempt the BLM from its statutory authority to
provide regulatory oversight for all TAPS operations and maintenance.  This authority can not be
displaced, shared, or abdicated.  Agencies that operate within the framework of the Joint Pipeline
Office (JPO) also derive their oversight responsibilities from specific statutes and regulations.  As with
the BLM, these authorities form a legally binding regulatory responsibility on the agencies.

Tribal participation and Tribal input has and will continue to be a fundamental component of the
government’s responsibility to ensure safe and environmentally protective TAPS operations. Many
laws and regulations that direct specific TAPS oversight and compliance issues include mandated
Tribal as well as public review and comment; for example, subsistence hearings and oil spill response
planning.  Review and comment by Tribal groups and the public ensure full and open disclosure of the
decision-making process.  In addition, BLM-Alaska has a legally authorized Resources Advisory
Council (RAC) that meets regularly to discuss land management issues in Alaska.  The RAC is
composed of a diverse cross-section of citizens, including a Tribal representative who provides advice
to BLM-Alaska and who functions in a collaborative setting.

00101-010: The reader is directed to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00101-011: Section 2.5 has been revised to better explain why BLM is not considering in detail an alternative
including creation of an advisory committee.

00101-012: Section 30 of the Federal Grant requires Permittees to give special attention to the protection of
subsistence resources in the vicinity of TAPS, as well as complying with any additional requirements
the Secretary may impose to protect the interests of people in the area who relay on subsistence
resources.  In an emergency situation (large oil spill) the Secretary may order Permittees to provide
emergency subsistence or other aid, pursuant to claims submitted under Section 204(a) of the Trans-
Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act.  Such claims may be determined either by arbitration or judicial
proceedings.

00101-013: The reader is directed to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00101-014: Section 29 issues have been a major component of the ongoing government-to-government process
under TAPS renewal. BLM welcomes continued dialog with all affected Native Tribes related to
Section 29 issues.

A copy of the 2001 Alaska Native Utilization Agreement (ANUA) and its implementing plan have been
added to the FEIS as Appendix F.  These documents detail the Section 29 requirements, as agreed to
by the company and BLM/DOI.
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00101-015: The EIS clearly views oil spills as an impacting factor and presents an in-depth analysis of potential oil
spill scenarios (Sections 4.4, 4.5.1.2, and 4.6.1.2).  The implementation of oil spill planning is
contained in the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency
Plan, CP-35-1 GP, prepared in 2001 by the APSC (C-plan).  Oil spill planning is an ongoing process,
and the logistics of oil spill responses consider the entire TAPS system.  This is conducted within the
guidelines of the C-plan process.  The awarding of contracts for oil spill responses is outside the
scope of the EIS process.

The reader is also referred to the text box in Section 4.4.4.3 that describes spill response, planning,
and mitigation for the Copper River Drainage.

00101-016: As part of the application for renewal process, the applicant provides the BLM with a description of
how TAPS would be operated.  The description of the operation then becomes a component of the
extensive impact analysis conducted by the BLM.

00101-017: Section 29 issues have been a major component of the ongoing government-to-government process
under TAPS renewal. BLM welcomes continued dialog with all affected Native Tribes related to
Section 29 issues.

A copy of the 2001 Alaska Native Utilization Agreement (ANUA) and its implementing plan have been
added to the FEIS as Appendix F.  These documents detail the Section 29 requirements, as agreed to
by the company and BLM/DOI.

00101-018: The discussion of the EVOS is included in the document as background and to describe the
environment that could potentially be affected by future pipeline operations.  It is not meant to be an
exhaustive treatment and does not attempt to list or quantify the impacts caused by the EVOS.

Additional information about the fate and effects of aqueous phase oil has been added to the
discussion of impacts from spilled oil in Section 4.4.4.10.  The discussion in Section 4.4.4.10.2 of the
effects of the EVOS on fish resources has been expanded and includes additional citations.

00101-019: We believe that the EIS fairly presents the status of the debate over ongoing impacts of the Exxon
Valdez oil spill on fish populations in Prince William Sound. Additional references and discussion have
been added to Section 3.19.3.

00101-020: Section 3.22.3.5 text has been revised to indicate that the mean annual subsistence harvest of sea
otters was 297 from 1996 to 2000, based on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service data.

00101-021: Text discussing federally recognized Tribes has been added to Sections 3.25.1.1 and 3.25.1.2.

00101-022: Subsistence is defined at the beginning of Section 3.24.  Included in that definition is the range of
resources that subsistence activities provide, and the three main roles that subsistence by Alaska
Natives plays: economic (in the sense of providing resources), socio-cultural, and ceremonial.  The
statement cited in the comment has been modified to refer to “flexible and strategic” behaviors, and is
intended to convey the idea that specific subsistence activities change in response to a number of
factors such as resource availability.
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00101-023: During the preparation of the EIS, the EIS team reviewed public scoping documents to include all
pertinent subsistence concerns that were (or could be) directly related to the TAPS. Comments
provided by the Native Village of Eyak were included in more general terms; Section 3.24.2.4.2 has
been revised to note these concerns more explicitly.

All Alaska Native Tribes were provided an opportunity to provide scoping comments, which could
have been submitted in seven different ways.  The majority of these did not require attending public
scoping meetings.

00101-024: A member of the EIS team reviewed the list of references provided with the comment.  The list totaled
46 pages, as opposed to approximately 75 pages noted in the comment. Moreover, the vast majority
of the references pertain more to biological resources rather than subsistence, though a relationship
between biological resources and subsistence certainly exists. Of the references listed, 14 explicitly
concern subsistence and none of those present subsistence-harvest data that would improve the
overview presented in the EIS with respect to the breadth of resources used, levels of participation, or
levels of use at the community level.  The EIS is obliged to consider sufficient published and other
resources on which to base an evaluation of impacts from all alternative actions, which may or may
not include the references on this list. As it turns out, several of the references on the list were
consulted during preparation of the EIS, and are cited accordingly for subsistence and other impact
areas (e.g., human health).

00101-025: Additional consultation with ADFG and the US Forest Service resulted in access to GIS data
documenting the traditional subsistence use area of Cordova residents (including Eyak Tribal
members) based in interviews conducted by ADFG in the late 1980s.  This subsistence use area is
now included in Map 3.24-1, and displayed in more detail in Section D.2.3.4.2.

With regard to seeking Tribal input on this document, in April 2002 EIS personnel contacted the 21
directly affected villages/tribes by certified mail to explore the acquisition of additional information,
including traditional ecological knowledge pertaining to subsistence (which could have included
geographic information on subsistence harvest areas).  These letters were sent to the tribal councils
of Eyak, Pt. Graham, and Nanwalek.  To date, no response to those letters has been received.  In
addition, the EIS process has been coordinated through government-to-government interaction
between the Bureau of Land Management, the State of Alaska, and federally recognized tribes in
Alaska that has been ongoing since April 26, 2001, as described in Section 5.3, Table 5.3-1.

00101-026: Additional consultation with ADFG and the US Forest Service resulted in access to GIS data
documenting the traditional subsistence use area of Cordova residents (including Eyak Tribal
members) based in interviews conducted by ADFG in the late 1980s.  This subsistence use area is
now included in Map 3.24-1, and displayed in more detail in Section D.2.3.4.2.

With regard to seeking Tribal input on this document, in April 2002 EIS personnel contacted the 21
directly affected villages/tribes by certified mail to explore the acquisition of additional information,
including traditional ecological knowledge pertaining to subsistence (which could have included
geographic information on subsistence harvest areas).  These letters were sent to the tribal councils
of Eyak, Pt. Graham, and Nanwalek.  To date, no response to those letters has been received.  In
addition, the EIS process has been coordinated through government-to-government interaction
between the Bureau of Land Management, the State of Alaska, and federally recognized tribes in
Alaska that has been ongoing since April 26, 2001, as described in Section 5.3, Table 5.3-1.
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00101-027: Additional consultation with ADFG and the US Forest Service resulted in access to GIS data
documenting the traditional subsistence use area of Cordova residents (including Eyak Tribal
members), based in interviews conducted by ADFG in the late 1980s.  This subsistence use area is
now included in Map 3.24-1, and displayed in more detail in Map D-1.

With regard to seeking Tribal input on this document, in April 2002 EIS personnel contacted the 21
directly affected villages/tribes by certified mail to explore the acquisition of additional information,
including traditional ecological knowledge pertaining to subsistence (which could have included
geographic information on subsistence harvest areas).  These letters were sent to the tribal councils
of Eyak, Pt. Graham, and Nanwalek.  To date, no response to those letters has been received.  In
addition, the EIS process has been coordinated through government-to-government interaction
between the Bureau of Land Management, the State of Alaska, and federally recognized tribes in
Alaska that has been ongoing since April 26, 2001, as described in Section 5.3, Table 5.3-1.

00101-028: The comment misstates the position of the EIS with regard to subsistence and economics (here wage
labor). To begin with, subsistence is examined as a separate impact area in the EIS, not as a part of
economics, with the many places where both issues are discussed noted in the Table of Contents in
Volume 1. Although the EIS characterizes subsistence in terms of three roles—economic,
sociocultural, and ceremonial (Section 3.24)—it does not view subsistence for Alaska Natives in
economic terms to the exclusion of the other two. With regard to the impact of wage employment on
subsistence, the EIS states in several places (e.g., Section 4.3.20, Section 4.7.8.1) that additional
cash would provide improved access to technology used to conduct subsistence. In the discussion of
impacts under the No-Action alternative (Section 4.6.2.20), allusion is made to possible increases in
subsistence activity in the face of reduced cash income with which to purchase food, but that focuses
on rural Alaskans (not exclusively on Alaska Natives) as a whole and would be one possible and likely
response to meeting nutritional needs.  Sections 4.3.19 and 4.6.2.19 have been revised to note that
subsistence is not purely an economic pursuit and subsistence activity is not necessarily tied to
economic behavior.  The primary source of data on subsistence comes from the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game; the EIS relied heavily on these data, as noted primarily in Section 3.24 and Appendix
D.

00101-029: Eyak is explicitly mentioned in Section D.2.3.4.2, which deals with subsistence in Cordova (and Eyak).
We have added text to Section 3.24.2.4.2 which similarly describes the Native Village of Eyak and its
annexation by Cordova.

00101-030: The BLM recognizes that there may be interactions between the TAPS and subsistence resources.
The BLM also notes that current information does not show a direct relationship between TAPS and
subsistence impacts.  The BLM and State of Alaska within JPO are currently working with industry
and others to develop a science-based approach to determine how TAPS and subsistence interact.

00101-031: No statement in the EIS is intended to belittle, demean, or patronize Alaska Natives, federally
recognized Tribes, or any other group.  Section 3.25.1 has been revised to provide a more thorough
treatment of Alaska Native sociocultural systems.

00101-032: A discussion of federally recognized tribes and their relationship to Native corporations and village
corporations has been added to Section 3.25.1.2.

The Handbook of North American Indians remains an important scholarly synthesis of ethnographic
and ethnohistoric material on Alaska Natives. Attempts to involve the 21 directly affected villages,
including the Native Village of Eyak, in providing additional information on their cultures (e.g., certified
letter of April 2002, exploring the possibility of acquiring traditional ecological knowledge and
knowledge of traditional cultural properties) received no response.

00101-033: The inset in Section 3.25.1 has been revised.
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00101-034: Text discussing federally recognized Tribes has been added to Sections 3.25.1.1 and 3.25.1.2.

00101-035: The term “evolve” is used here in the sense of “change over time.” No inherent value is implied for that
change. An increase in cultural complexity is not necessarily implied.  The comment correctly notes
that all cultures are ever-changing.

00101-036: Differences in the impact of renewal and termination for different parts of the state, presented in terms
of population (including migration), employment, and personal income, are included in the EIS.  This
includes impacts that would occur in three boroughs (Fairbanks-North Star and North Slope), three
census areas (Southeast Fairbanks, Valdez-Cordova and Yukon-Koyukuk) and in Anchorage.  At this
level it is clear that that the decision to renew or terminate TAPS would have differential impacts in
each of these areas, with impacts across the six areas varying according to various factors, in
particular, the extent of local employment directly related to pipeline operations and local government
reliance on property tax revenues on oil property..

In general, personal incomes in Alaskan Native Villages are lower than in the state as a whole and
unemployment, especially in smaller Villages, is high, particularly during the winter when there is little
alternate market-based activity.  Because of the key role of subsistence in many Village economies,
economic data that is collected for these communities may not fully represent their economic well-
being.  For example, many transactions between individuals involving the exchange of subsistence
products that would otherwise provide income if they took place in the marketplace are not reflected in
personal income statistics.  Similarly, unemployment data may not reflect the extent to which
additional economic activity may be required if subsistence activities provide a sufficient alternative to
participation in the marketplace.  In addition, the large differences in prices between urban and rural
Alaska may exaggerate the corresponding differences in economic well-being depending on the
extent to which local community members in rural areas have to participate in the local market
economy for key consumer items, such as food, clothing, and energy, and the extent to which these
items can be obtained through participation in subsistence activities.  Because of these problems, the
analysis undertaken for the EIS did not estimate the impacts of renewal and non-renewal for areas
and Villages below the level of the Census Area/Borough.

Additional text has been added to Section 3.23 of the EIS to clarify the scope of the economic
analysis.

00101-037: The terms “nomadic,” “seminomadic,” and “mobile” are not pejorative and are accurate
characterizations of traditional settlement systems for “many Alaska Native groups,” a passage which
the comment seemed to exclude.  The EIS uses the terms “nomadic” and “seminomadic” only in
reference to traditional lifeways practiced at or shortly after Euro-American contact.  It uses the term
“mobile” in reference to seasonal site occupation, a practice that requires mobility. No pejorative
meaning is attached to any of these terms. Neither is there any negative connotation associated with
the seasonal dispersal of Alaska Native groups into smaller units and reaggregation into larger
groups, depending on the resource being exploited. No absolute size limits are implied.

00101-038: The EIS describes an egalitarian tendency among “most” Alaska Native sociocultural systems, in
particular, pointing to these systems around the time of Euro-American contact. This does not imply
that all systems are or were egalitarian. Moreover, the EIS does not equate “egalitarian” with “simple”
or “primitive.” In egalitarian societies, status is achieved rather than ascribed at birth. Table 3.25-2
describes a number of complex egalitarian-ranked societies, with partially inherited leadership as well
as hierarchical clan structure, which the comment appears to have overlooked.  The Handbook of
North American Indians of course presents overviews of Native peoples based on hundreds of
references; in addition, a number of other references were consulted in developing the synthesis of
Native peoples in Section 3.25.1.

00101-039: There has been no attempt in the EIS to demean or trivialize federally recognized Tribes or federally
recognized tribal governments. Text concerning federally recognized tribes has been added to Section
3.25.1.2, which also offers a discussion about Alaska Native regional and village corporations.
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00101-040: The Chugach were among those Alaska Natives to come into early and sustained contact with Euro-
Americans. Archaeological evidence suggests that their traditional culture was altered before it could
be systematically recorded.  The existence of museums and heritage centers does not change this
fact, and indeed they would be hindered in their understanding of pre-contact and early contact
sociocultural systems by the same constraints.  The conclusions of archaeological and ethno-
historical investigations of the Alutiiq must of necessity remain speculative to some degree.

00101-041: It is not inherently inconsistency to describe federally recognized tribes as “modern communities” if
they are such.  Section 3.25.1.1.1 has been reworded.

00101-042: Table 3.25-2 has been revised to note that the 2000 Census identifies 368 Alaska Native residents in
Cordova.  This is the figure for persons identifying themselves as part or all Alaska Native.  This Table
and the associated text concerning the Eyak sociocultural systems have been substantially revised to
indicate that the figures cited in the comment derive from academic scholarship, in which language
and blood quantum were emphasized in identifying Eyak cultural heritage.  The contrasting
perspective of the Native Village of Eyak is now described in the text, noting that the Tribe reports a
membership of over 500, with many Alaska Native ethnicities; 100 members are recognized by elders
as being of Eyak descent.

00101-043: The comment quotes a passage in the middle of a sentence in Section 3.25.1.1.1 designed explicitly
to support the persistence of key components of the Chugach Alutiiq sociocultural system. We have
corrected a typographic error in the sentence and have modified it to state the supplemental role of
subsistence in less constant terms.

00101-044: It was not possible to mention all culturally important factors in all Alaska Native sociocultural systems
affected by the TAPS renewal.  The factors mentioned are simply illustrative, though the examples
have been expanded (see Section 3.25.1.1.7).  The EIS incorporates a number of references to
traditional ecological knowledge. In addition, in an attempt to augment available data on traditional
ecological knowledge, certified letters were sent in April 2002 to the Village of Eyak and the other 21
Tribes identified by the BLM as “directly affected,” requesting information regarding traditional
knowledge, including traditional ecological knowledge. To date, no response to those letters has been
received.

00101-045: The text in Section 3.25.1.1.8 has been substantially revised to report both the perspectives of
academic scholarship and some Eyaks, and the perspective of the Native Village of Eyak.  Within the
former perspective, the decline in Eyak demography and cultural continuity is noted.  The contrasting
Tribal perspective is now described, emphasizing the large membership (comprising Alaska Natives
from many cultural groups) and the ambitious growth in Tribal programs.

00101-046: The Handbook of North American Indians and other references were used to provide basic
information on the Eyak. We do not believe that the ethnicity of the authors of those references calls
into question their utility or accuracy.  The “Essential Information” source is an interview with members
of the Native Village of Eyak. Additional sources, including the Native Village of Eyak website, have
been used to augment the description of the Eyak found in the EIS. Students of Native American
cultures have attempted to group sociocultural systems according to ecological regions and cultural
similarity.  The boundaries between such groupings are always somewhat arbitrary and are open to
debate. Similarities observed between the Eyak and Northwest Coast cultures has resulted in most
authorities grouping the Eyak with the Northwest Coast cultures. This does not preclude contact or
trade with cultures in other areas. In fact, interaction between such culture areas is the norm.  The
statements regarding relationships between the Eyak and Tlingit in no way imply that the Eyak had no
sociocultural system of their own.  The description of the Eyak sociocultural system attempts to
provide a brief overview of a complicated sociocultural system, and, as such, it was impossible to
include all possible trade relationships with other peoples.
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00101-047: The text and the associated sections of Table 3.25-2 have been revised to note that the 2000 Census
identifies 368 Alaska Native residents in Cordova.  This is the figure for persons identifying
themselves as part or all Alaska Native.  This text concerning the Eyak sociocultural system has been
substantially revised to indicate that the figures cited in the comment derive from academic
scholarship, in which language and blood quantum were emphasized in identifying Eyak cultural
heritage.  Within this approach, it is logical to conclude that Eyak cultural continuity is strongest when
the Eyak language is learned and spoken.  The contrasting perspective of the Native Village of Eyak
is now described in the text, noting that the Tribe reports a membership of over 500, with many Alaska
Native ethnicities; 100 members are recognized by elders as being of Eyak descent.

00101-048: A discussion of federally recognized Tribes has been added to Section 3.25, and mention of the
federally recognized Tribe of Eyak is made in Section 3.25.1.1.8.

00101-049: Section 3.25.1.2 has been modified to acknowledge certain negative consequences of Alaska Native
regional and village corporations.

00101-050: The political awareness and influence referred to in this section is awareness and influence in the
Euro-American political system in which concentrations of population tend to wield more influence
whether they be Native or non-Native.  The section does not state that political awareness and
influence came with sedentary villages, only that increased sedentism led to a concentration of
awareness and influence. References to aspects of life in Koyukon Native villages are meant to be
illustrative of those systems and are in no way meant to be demeaning of villages in other areas.  The
addition to Section 3.25 of discussions pertaining to federally recognized Tribes helps to ensure that
the reader will recognize the existence and role of such tribes for all sociocultural systems considered.
The extended discussion of subsistence, in both Section 3.24 and Appendix D, presents data showing
which rural communities in the vicinity of the TAPS are more reliant on subsistence.

00101-051: Section 3.25.1.2 has been substantially revised to describe a more complex history of Alaska Native
political self-assertion in the 20th century.  The language cited in the comment has been deleted.

00101-052: The text in Section 3.25.1.2 has been revised as suggested in the comment.

00101-053: The EIS includes no discussion of inherent Indian sovereignty. A discussion of various aspects of
Alaska Native organizational structure is included in Sections 3.25.1 and 3.25.1.2 for purposes of
background, contrasting traditional and modern forms of sociopolitical and socioeconomic (in the case
of corporations) organization.  No mention in the EIS is made of Alaska Native sovereignty “emerging”
with ANCSA, as the comment states, but rather of the village and regional corporations which indeed
were created by that act.  The text has been changed to explicitly note that ANCSA “did not terminate
Alaska Native tribes nor eligibility for national programs intended to fulfill the federal trust responsibility
to Native Americans.”

00101-054: The text in Section 3.25.1.2 has been substantially revised to note the earlier historic roots of Alaska
Native political organization and land claims.

00101-055: The EIS does mention that Alaska Native regional corporations are represented among the most
successful businesses in Alaska, and that Native corporations distribute monies to village corporations
and individuals. There is no statement that large amounts of cash and land are distributed to
individuals by these corporations.. That stated, Section 3.25.1.2 has been revised to clarify the role of
ANCSA and the corporations that arose from it.
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00101-056: The indigenous groups that occupied what is now the State of Alaska varied in their social
organization and residence patterns. Most groups did follow a seasonal round that allowed for the
patterned exploitation of subsistence resources as they became available. Whether one calls this
seasonal occupation, or semi-nomadism is largely a semantic issue.  The underlying principle is that
the size of the group exploiting a resource and the length of their stay in a particular location was
dependent upon the nature of the resource being exploited. None of these terms has any negative
connotation, but each describes an efficient and long-lived subsistence pattern. Groups varied in the
complexity of their political structures, but tended to be egalitarian.  The DEIS does not imply that
Alaska Natives had no internal political structures before 1936, only that the IRA formally incorporated
tribal councils into the American legal framework and instituted American-style elections where they
did not already exist.  The text has been changed to note that the IRA was extended to Alaska in 1936
and to state “the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 extended legal recognition of formally elected
tribal councils.”

00101-057: Section 3.25.1.2 has been revised, including deletion of the word “vestiges.”

00101-058: Text discussing federally recognized Tribes has been added to Section 3.25.1.  The EIS does not
state that there is a relationship between federally recognized Tribes and either village or regional
corporations, but rather that a given individual may have a relationship to multiple entities (Tribe,
village corporation, and regional corporation).  The text in Section 3.25.1.2 has been rewritten to
clarify this point.

00101-059: Section 3.25.1.3 is intended to report some of the significant challenges confronting, and being
addressed, in the Alaska Native community as a result of rapid cultural and technological change in
the past several decades.  This is consistent with efforts by AFN and other organizations to attract
attention, and to promote funding for responses to these issues.  The text throughout this section, and
in the regional accounts of the preceding section, has been substantially revised to emphasize the
importance of Alaska Native Tribes, regional Tribal associations, and Tribal Health Corporations in
responding to these problems.

00101-060: Section 3.25.1.3 has been substantially revised to discuss the importance of political self-assertion
and civic capacity in the ways the Alaska Native community is responding to the wide range of
changes that have occurred in the past several decades. This includes significant growth in the
general Alaskan population and economy, including resulting impacts on subsistence practices in the
21 communities (many of which are federally recognized Tribes) of interest in this analysis.  The
challenge is discerning which of those changes are reasonably attributable to TAPS, and which are
results of the cumulative impacts examined in Section 4.7.8.

It is not the intent of the Section 3.25 to discuss subsistence issues, which appear in Section 3.24,
“Subsistence.”

00101-061: Section 3.26 has been revised to appropriately reflect Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

00101-062: Section 3.26 has been modified in response to the comment.

00101-063: Section 4.7.8.4 has been revised to discuss impacts to cultural resources in Prince William Sound due
to the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

00101-064: The statement has been deleted from Section 3.26.
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00101-065: The issues associated with the current information on cultural resources are included in Section 3.26.
In addition, Section 4.3.22 has been modified to include a discussion of a programmatic agreement,
currently in preparation, that will further clarify the process for considering cultural resources under the
proposed action.

00101-066: Section 3.26 has been revised.

00101-067: The text in Section 3.26.2 has been changed to reflect the involvement of federally recognized tribes
more accurately.

00101-068: It is true that the pipeline has not been nominated for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. However, TAPS’s status as a unique engineering feat and its role in the development of
Alaska during the final decades of the twentieth century make it reasonable that the pipeline could be
determined eligible and be nominated for listing on the National Register in the next three decades
(the period of the proposed action).

00101-069: The EIS focuses on elements of the TAPS that are within and adjacent to the pipeline corridor and
which are entirely within the Valdez Coastal Zone at the southern end of the pipeline.

00101-070: There were extensive communications with Alaska Native Corporation and Tribes during the
preparation of the EIS. To the extent that they affected land use, they are reflected in the document.
For example, the Chugach Corporation and the Ahtna Corporation are among the referenced sources
related to land use along the pipeline corridor.

00101-071: While recreational use may have increased in the Chugach National Forest generally, the EIS focuses
on recreational uses within and adjacent to the TAPS pipeline corridor.

00101-072: As discussed in Section 3.29, the environmental justice assessment in this EIS is based on evidence
of likely disproportionate high and adverse impacts to low-income and minority populations.  The
evaluation of environmental justice impacts involves all impact areas and all alternative actions
(including those considered under cumulative impacts) examined in the document.  The Native Village
of Eyak evaluation of the assessment is noted.

00101-073: As discussed in Section 3.29, the environmental justice analysis considers impacts in all issue areas
examined in the EIS, including subsistence. Moreover, Section 3.29 notes that subsistence is singled
out in Executive Order 12898, and as such receives special consideration in the EIS.  The evaluation
of subsistence focuses on the 21 Tribes likely to be directly affected by the TAPS, as defined by the
U.S. Bureau of Land Management. This list includes three villages located more than 200 mi from any
part of the TAPS, and thus considers peoples located a relatively large distance from the pipeline,
given the nature of likely impacts. Alaska Natives are among the groups that compose the “minority”
category.  The data used to identify minority peoples are from the most recent U.S. decennial census
of population and housing, which was conducted in 2000, and hence is two years old but is the most
recent available.

00101-074: The Executive Summary has been substantially revised.

00101-075: The BLM recognizes that there may be interactions between the TAPS and subsistence resources,
including subsistence resources.  The BLM also notes that current information does not show a
relationship between TAPS and subsistence impacts.  The BLM and State of Alaska within JPO are
currently working with industry and others to develop a science-based approach to determine how
TAPS and subsistence resources interact.
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00101-076: The APSC has a number of training and education programs that highlight both the importance and
requirements of protecting the environment, human health and safety, and cultural resources.  The
BLM will request that APSC continue to highlight to their staff and contractors the importance of taking
Native values and Native subsistence activities into account.

00101-077: The aim of Section 4.1.5 is to summarize existing mitigations.  The sentence following the quoted
passage provides connections of the example stipulations with social issues.

00101-078: Section 30 of the Agreement and Grant of Right-of-Way for Trans-Alaska Pipeline may be found in
Appendix B of the FEIS.  To date, several claims have been made under Section 30.  Although none
have been awarded, this is not necessarily an indication that Section 30 is not being enforced in
accordance with its original intent.  Section 30 remains in place as a potential means of mitigating
impacts to subsistence due to the TAPS.

00101-079: Commitments that are made by APSC or the TAPS Owners in accordance with specific requirements
in the Federal Grant, for example Section 29, Training of Alaska Natives, and Section 30, Native and
Other Subsistence, are enforced with the same authority as all other stipulations. Neither BLM nor the
other JPO agencies are authorized to require or to enforce commitments that are made by APSC or
the TAPS Owners directly with individuals or groups.

00101-080: The commentor is correct that Section 29 and the underlying Alaska Native Utilization Agreement
relate to employment and training of Alaska Natives and do not require that the jobs be located in the
villages for tribal members.  Any modifications to Section 29 are beyond the scope of this EIS.

00101-081: While some North Slope examples of mitigation are used for illustration in Section 4.1.5, virtually all
the measures apply to the TAPS in its entirety.

00101-082: NEPA guidance recommends that EISs tier off of previous studies to avoid redundant analyses.

The results of the analyses of similar development in similar sociocultural contexts are clearly relevant
to the TAPS EIS. An additional sentence has been added to help establish the relevance of the North
Slope inquiries with TAPS-related mitigation.

00101-083: Section 4.1.5 describes existing mitigating measures.  As existing measures do not make geographic
references to the regions of Alaska mentioned in the comment, the section cited similarly makes no
such reference.

00101-084: The text in the EIS has been changed to reflect the fact that many subsistence activities have cultural
significance to Alaska Natives, and are not necessarily replaced by greater participation in the market
economy as personal income increases in Alaska Native communities, and that decreases in income
do not necessarily affect the productivity of subsistence activities.  The text in Section 3.24
(subsistence affected environment) also has been modified to discuss subsistence from a broader
cultural perspective.

00101-085: The BLM believes that the statements presented in this EIS are not subjective, but are based on
straightforward logic related to income, spending, and subsistence.

The text in the EIS has been changed in Section 4.3.19.7 to reflect the fact that many subsistence
activities have cultural significance to Alaska Natives, that they are not necessarily replaced by
greater participation in the market economy as personal income increases in Alaska Native
communities, and that decreases in income do not necessarily affect the productivity of subsistence
activities.
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00101-086: The text in Section 4.3.19.7 of the EIS has been changed to reflect the fact that many subsistence
activities have great cultural significance to Alaska Natives.  These activities are not necessarily
replaced by higher levels of participation in the market economy as personal income increases in
Alaska Native communities, and that decreases in income do not necessarily affect the productivity of
subsistence activities.

00101-087: The economic impact of the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS), including the various compensation
payments, is covered in Section 4.7.8.3, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the FEIS. Text has been added to
Section 4.7.8.3 of the FEIS providing additional sources of information about the impact of EVOS on
communities, including intangible impacts, such as psychological stress, and in the fisheries,
recreation, and tourism industries in the Prince William Sound area. In addition, compressed
overviews of selected impacts of the EVOS have been added to Sections 4.7.8.1 and 4.7.8.2.

00101-088: Impacts associated with tanker accidents are discussed under cumulative impacts (see Section
4.7.8.1), not normal operations under the proposed action (the section cited in the comment). In
response to comments on the DEIS, the discussion of cumulative impacts on subsistence has been
expanded to include persisting subsistence impacts on the five villages considered in this document
that were directly affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill.  Pertinent Exxon Valdez Trustee Council-
funded research has been cited in the EIS, most importantly the subsistence data collected for 1997
(through September 1998) and evaluations of persisting subsistence impacts (e.g., Fall 1999; Fall and
Utermohle 1999; and Impact Assessment, Inc., 2001).  The facilitation of funding of Tribes to conduct
further research into continuing subsistence impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill is beyond the scope
of this EIS.

00101-089: The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments, and as a result, have
undergone substantial revision.  A small number of additional sources were identified, including the
map of Cordova subsistence use areas and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies
from oil development.  Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data
were derived from the ADFG Division of Subsistence studies; and harvest permit data were broken
down further to distinguish patterns of rural and non-rural residents.  With additional analysis of this
data, the EIS draws reasonable conclusions, on the basis of existing information.

00101-090: The primary point of this comment, concerning documented impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill is
acknowledged, and the text summarizing this research has been expanded, in Section 4.7,
“Cumulative Effects.”  The section cited in the comment focuses more specifically on routine
operations within the TAPS right-of-6way itself, ending at the Valdez Marine Terminal.  The quoted
analysis of impacts is appropriate for the spill scenario at the Valdez Marine Terminal.

00101-091: Traditional ecological knowledge is considered throughout the FEIS, consistent with statements made
during public scoping, viewing it as pertinent and relevant to the evaluation of TAPS-related impacts
on subsistence as any other type of data.  The FEIS does not discount traditional ecological
knowledge.  However, in noting the difficulty in assigning cause of subsistence impact, the FEIS
shows reluctance in basing an assessment on this single source of information.  In evaluating impacts
to subsistence, the FEIS considers all pertinent data to provide a balanced treatment of the subject.

When the various sources of information suggest different conclusions, analytic judgment must be
exercised.  The intention of the document is to offer an explicit and transparent reasoning process so
the basis for a judgment is clear.

As further evidence of the importance placed on traditional ecological knowledge by this project, it is
worth noting that, in April 2002, EIS personnel contacted the 21 directly affected villages/tribes by
certified mail to explore the acquisition of additional information, including traditional ecological
knowledge pertaining to subsistence.  Included among those contacted was the Tribal Council of the
Native Village of Eyak. To date, no response to those letters has been received.
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00101-092: Apart from the TAPS facilities themselves (such as pump stations and the pipeline itself), there
effectively are no constraints to subsistence because of the TAPS. This contrasts with subsistence
use areas that in some cases approach 18,000 square miles (in the case of Stevens Village). Section
4.3.20 has been revised to present existing constraints more clearly, and Appendix D now lists the
sizes of subsistence use areas.

00101-093: None of the restrictions on subsistence activities due to the TAPS would affect more than 7.0 percent
of a subsistence harvest area, less in many cases, for a total of five communities.  None of the
restricted areas has been shown to be a critical area for caribou migration, the example cited in the
comment.  Text has been added to Section 4.3.20 to provide additional detail on the restricted areas.

00101-094: Impacts associated with tanker accidents are discussed under cumulative impacts (see Section
4.7.8.1), not normal operations under the proposed action (the page cited in the comment). In
response to comments on the DEIS, the discussion of cumulative impacts on subsistence has been
expanded to discuss persisting subsistence impacts on the five villages considered in this document
that were directly affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

00101-095: The EIS focuses on those aspects of sociocultural systems most likely to be directly affected by TAPS
renewal. Since the TAPS is already in place, the greatest effects would most likely be economic and
on subsistence. Subsistence practices are intricately interwoven throughout Alaska Native
sociosystems and cannot be seen as purely economic.  Section 4.3.21.1 has been expanded to
discuss other sociocultural impacts.  Factors that affect subsistence are discussed as a part of a
number of potential effects.

00101-096: Language has been added to Section 3.25.1.2 discussing federally recognized tribes, in addition to
that already discussing Native regional corporations and village corporations.

The language in the EIS has been modified to note that public services and programs benefit many
Alaska Natives, to remove the implication that all Natives benefit.  The discussion in Section 4.3.21.1
already states that wage employment involves many Alaska Natives, thereby removing the implication
that it is a benefit for all.

00101-097: The EIS refers to traditional Eyak culture, not to the modern Native Village of Eyak whose residents
come from many traditional sociocultural systems.  Sections 3.25.1.1.8 and 4.3.21 have been
modified to clarify the role of, and composition of, the Native Village of Eyak.

The commentor is incorrect in stating that the Native Village of Eyak was never contacted in the
preparation of this EIS.  In fact the Native Village of Eyak was contacted by registered mail in April
2002 to solicit input regarding Alaska Native issues. No response was received from the Village.  In
addition, several other opportunities were provided to the Native Village of Eyak to provide information
pertinent to the EIS at meeting explicitly held for EIS purposes (see Table 5.3-1).

00101-098: Federally recognized Tribes have been explicitly incorporated into the right-of-way renewal process
since April 2001, through government-to-government consultations. Moreover, the National
Environmental Policy Act process, which includes an explicit public scoping period prior to the
preparation of an EIS and a public review of the draft EIS (the process currently under way) provides
additional input to the document. Several Tribes, including the Native Village of Eyak, have expressed
their positions about sociocultural impacts of the TAPS, and these positions have been (and are
being) considered.

00101-099: The text in Section 4.3.22 has been changed.
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00101-100: The primary point of this comment, concerning documented impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill
(EVOS) is acknowledged, and the text summarizing this research has been expanded, in Section 4.7,
“Cumulative Effects.”  Significant impacts were identified, particularly in the early years following the
spill.  However, the formal research on EVOS impacts on subsistence does not support the contention
that “a generation of youth was denied the benefit of subsistence and traditional activities.” Fall and
Utermohle 1999 and Impacts Assessment, Inc. 2001 indicate that youth participation in subsistence
and related cultural transmission activities rebounded within three to four years of the spill, and were
largely reestablished by nine years after the spill.

Section 4.4.4.14 focuses more specifically on renewal of the TAPS ROW itself, ending at the Valdez
Marine Terminal.  The quoted analysis of impacts is appropriate for the spill scenario at the Valdez
Marine Terminal.

00101-101: The EIS statement regarding the lack of “noteworthy negative sociocultural impacts” is an expression
of confidence in the adaptability and vigor of Alaska Native cultures.  The sociocultural systems of
Alaska have proven themselves adept at responding to harsh and changing environmental conditions.
It is expected that in the long term the basic fabric of the culture would not be harmed by a terrestrial
oil spill. However, contamination from an oil spill is beyond traditional knowledge, and there would be
short-term traumatic effects on Native communities. A discussion of sociocultural impacts of the
Exxon Valdez oil spill has been added to Section 4.7.8.2 of the FEIS to provide a more complete
appreciation of the effects possible. However, the terrestrial spills referred to in the comment would
affect a far smaller area than the Exxon Valdez spill, and their negative consequences would be
expected to be much less.

The commentor suggests that Alaska Native input is required in order to determine the degree of
potential effect of the TAPS ROW renewal on sociocultural systems, and that EVOS Trustee Council
sponsored research be continued in the EIS.  The commentor was provided the opportunity for
government-to-government consultation while the DEIS was being written, including an explicit
invitation in April 2002 to provide traditional ecological knowledge, and did not respond.  The DEIS
considered several references sponsored by the Trustee Council, and the FEIS has added further
references to this research.

00101-102: The text in Section 4.4.4.15 has been corrected to note the limited impacts on subsistence as well,
which (in addition to cash economy) would have important sociocultural implications.  The second
quote of a partial sentence included in the comment left out some key components of that sentence,
including the adaptability of sociocultural systems and the broad areas exploited for fishing.
Adjustments, in sociocultural systems as a whole and subsistence strategies in particular, in response
to shifting environmental challenges are commonplace. It would be a disservice to the sociocultural
systems of rural Alaskans (as well as inaccurate) to suggest that despite a heritage of adaptation
under particularly difficult conditions, they could not shift from one portion of their traditional fishing
area to another portion of that area without experiencing sociocultural change.

00101-103: The commentor has omitted an important word from Section 4.4.4.15.  The actual quote is “many
sociocultural impacts would not be large or last a long time despite the large negative effect on local
economies.” This does not mean that there would be no large sociocultural impacts of some duration.
Section 4.4.4.15 has since been revised to discuss the nature of likely impacts more thoroughly.
Section 4.7.8.2 also has been revised to include a discussion of sociocultural impacts of the Exxon
Valdez oil spill. Results of research funded by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council was
consulted during the preparation of the DEIS; additional references have been consulted in
developing the FEIS.

00101-104: Any oil spill would generate a number of impacts.  The EIS is obliged to consider both positive and
negative impacts, which is what the section to which the comment refers contains.  The receipt of
cash for assistance in oil cleanup is based on the practice of the APSC and other companies (e.g.,
Exxon) of paying for such assistance, which is more historic or procedural than “scientific,” per se.
The impacts to recreation from a spill need not be larger or smaller than impacts to subsistence or any
other impact area.
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00101-105: Section 4.7.8.4 has been revised to include the impacts of vandalism on cultural resources that
occurred during the Exxon Valdez oil spill cleanup.

00101-106: As stated in Section 3.29, Executive Order 12898 addresses disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects.  The effects of a terrestrial spill are not anticipated to produce
high and adverse impacts, as discussed in the referenced section.

00101-107: Virtually all of the seven and one-half pages on environmental justice implications of spills in the EIS
(Section 4.4.4.19) discuss negative impacts, some of them long-term.  The text in which the EIS
“highlight[s] short-term economics” comprises two sentences, in contrast to the volume of text just
cited which discusses negative impacts, and does so explicitly to cover both positive and negative
issues (as noted in the comment).

00101-108: Table 4.7-2 lists petroleum spills, including those associated with transportation, such as the Exxon
Valdez oil spill (EVOS).  The continuing impacts of EVOS were considered in assessing the impacts
of the proposed action and other past, present, and future actions for the renewal period.  The historic
impacts of EVOS are included in the discussions of the affected environment in Section 3 of the TAPS
EIS.

00101-109: Section 4.7.4.5 discusses the size and economic base of the larger communities in three geographic
regions examined under cumulative impacts.  It does not discuss their organization or political
structure, and as a consequence discussion of tribal councils is not germane.  As noted in the section
, only communities with a population greater than 200 are discussed individually in this summary
(which would exclude Chenega and Tatitlek).  Section 4.7.4.5.3 does mention the federally recognized
Native Village of Eyak, but only in the context of its inclusion in the larger community of Cordova.  A
discussion of federally recognized Native Villages and Tribes has been added to Section 3.25.1.2.

00101-110: The DEIS follows the results of 2000 census in determining the population of Cordova and the number
of Alaska Natives in Cordova (see Table 3.29-1).  Text in Section 3.25.1.1.8 has been changed to
note the approximate membership of the Native Village of Eyak.

00101-111: Chenega and Tatilek have been added to the list of communities serviced by the Alaska Marine
Highway (Section 4.7.4.6.4).

00101-112: The primary source document for the language in Section 4.7.4.7.1 is the “Final Report to the
Governor,” by the Alaska Commission on Rural Governance and Empowerment, June, 1999;
specifically, Part Two, Alaska Natives, Local Governance, and Government Relations.  While this
document makes specific reference to treaties with Native Americans, it may be using the term in a
collective rather than an individual sense.  In addition, the document specifically addresses the
complex situation in Alaska involving tribal governments and regional organizations.  Section 3.25.1.2
has also been changed to note that ANCSA did not affect the political status of Alaska Natives.

00101-113: As described in the DEIS at 4.3.8.4, TAPS-Associated Marine Traffic, the number of tanker visits to
the Valdez Marine Terminal is estimated to decline from 496 in 2004 to 82 in 2034.  The text at 4.7.7.4
reflects that significant decline and the assumption that non-tanker traffic will not increase
proportionately.
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00101-114: The DEIS sections on subsistence and socio-cultural systems received many critical public
comments, and as a result, have undergone substantial revision.  A small number of additional
sources were identified, including the map of Cordova subsistence use areas and North Slope studies
of impacts on subsistence economies from oil development.  Previous sources were considered more
closely, as when time-series data were derived from the ADFG Division of Subsistence studies; and
harvest permit data were broken down further to distinguish patterns of rural and non-rural residents.

It is important to also note that the development of this EIS included several rounds of consultation
with Tribes and the general public, including requests for additional information.  In April 2001, a
meeting was held with the Alaska Federation of Natives and the Tanana Chiefs Conference to identify
information and exchange perspectives to ensure a thorough analysis of subsistence.  The meeting
was useful, and additional resources were identified, though these did not include new quantitative
data.  In the same month, EIOS personnel contacted the 21 directly affected villages/tribes by certified
mail to explore the acquisition of additional information, including traditional ecological knowledge
pertaining to subsistence.  The Native Village of Eyak was among the groups contacted.  To date, no
responses to these letters have been received.

With this additional analysis, the EIS is able to draw reasonable conclusions on subsistence impacts
on the basis of existing information.

00101-115: This comment misstates the conclusions drawn in Section 4.7.8.1.  The sentence quoted in sections
by the comment indicates that although scientific evidence indicates that human activities can change
the movement patterns of caribou, disruption of movement patterns at a large scale does not appear
to have occurred. Thus, the EIS concludes that there has been no alteration of the movement of the
entire herd; the significance of an impact that appears not to have occurred is not an issue.

00101-116: The EIS assumes that residents of Alaska in the Prince William Sound area would receive annual
payments from the permanent fund dividend, in accordance with the state law providing “additional
cash.” As the permanent fund dividend depends in part on oil revenues, the relationship to the TAPS
and other oil activities seemed apparent (see Section 3.23).  The EIS also assumed that residents of
the Prince William Sound area are employed by APSC, providing additional cash in the form of direct
wages and remittances (see Section 3.23.3.4).

The comment challenging the assertion that subsistence practitioners in Chenega Bay and Tatitlek
could avoid spill areas appears to be based on the assumption that a spill the size of the Exxon
Valdez oil spill would occur. Although the EIS views a spill of such magnitude to be highly unlikely, it
does acknowledge that such a spill could occur.  The text in Section 4.7.8.1 has been revised to
reflect this and the potentially severe impacts to subsistence that could accompany such a spill.

00101-117: The referenced sentence in Section 4.7.8.1 has been corrected.

00101-118: Section 4.7.8.1 has been revised to discuss the nature of cumulative impacts in greater detail,
including spills that would be included under cumulative impacts.  For spills occurring under
anticipated and likely probabilities, the relatively small area affected would make avoidance of the spill
area a realistic response.

00101-119: The EIS compares Alaska Natives with various components of the American population, in part to
make certain points.  In using Alaska statistics for the basis of comparison, the aim is to focus on a
population that in a sense lives in a broadly similar environment and encounters similar cumulative
urban and rural conditions.
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00101-120: The EIS does not make the argument that because the Chugach Alutiiq and Eyak have been subject
to considerable cultural change over the past two centuries that the continued operation of the TAPS
would have little effect on sociocultural systems of these communities. It makes the point that because
of this contact that the overall negative effect would be less than for cultures that have had less
contact with Euroamerican culture over a shorter time. The Alutiiq and Eyak have had more time to
adapt to Euroamerican industrial culture, so continued contact would likely be less traumatic than for
cultures where the TAPS was a sudden and new intrusion of industrial culture. In this section the
TAPS must be considered in a wider context of Euroamerican industrial undertakings, all of which
affect the cultures of Alaska Natives. The increment of affect that can be attributed to the TAPS
renewal is difficult to estimate, but it is likely to be smaller in this context than in a context of fewer
similar undertakings. The second point made in this section is that there are fewer TAPS activities in
the Prince William Sound area than in the interior or the North Slope, making the increment of
negative affect attributable to the TAPS alone smaller than elsewhere along the TAPS right-of-way.

00101-121: Section 4.7.8.2 has been revised to discuss possible impacts of tanker spills in greater detail.

00101-122: Additional consultation with ADFG and the US Forest Service resulted in access to GIS data
documenting the traditional subsistence use area of Cordova residents (including Eyak Tribal
members) based in interviews conducted by ADFG in the late 1980’s.  This subsistence use area is
now included in Map 3.24-1, and in more detail in Map D-1.

00101-123: Section 4.7.8.4 has been revised.

00101-124: The first sentence notes that the identification of environmental justice impacts relies on the
identification of high and adverse impacts, which are not in evidence as cumulative impacts.  The
minority status of the Native Village of Eyak is not at issue here.

00101-125: Section 4.8.4 in the EIS has been revised to provide potential mitigation actions.

00101-126: The EIS considered documents and other sources of information pertinent to the evaluation of impacts
under the proposed action and alternatives. Many of these cover the same geographic areas, and
topics, covered in the referenced reports. For instance, the cultural resources assessment examined
the cultural resources database maintained by the State Historic Preservation Office, which is the
central repository for such information in the state of Alaska (see Section 3.26). In general, the BLM
has maintained government-to-government consultations explicitly focused on the TAPS ROW
renewal beginning in April 2001 (see Section 5.3, Table 5.3-1), both to comply with the direction and
spirit of Executive Order 13175 and to provide ample opportunity for federally recognized tribes to
direct attention to issues of particular concern and material that may support their concerns.

00101-127: The BLM team conducted extensive government-to-government planning and implementation
activities.  The reader is directed to Section 5.3 in the FEIS.

00101-128: A wide range of historic and contemporary scholarship, along with local testimony, has been
examined to develop the description of subsistence patterns and analysis of impacts. With additional
analysis of these sources, the FEIS is able to draw reasonable conclusions on subsistence impacts on
the basis of existing information.

00101-129: The Native Village of Eyak was incorporated in government-to-government consultations throughout
the right-of-way renewal period, beginning with a registered letter in April 2001 noting the onset of the
renewal process.  More recently, a registered letter, dated 3 April 2002, was sent to the Native Village
of Eyak requesting that it provide traditional ecological knowledge about subsistence and traditional
information about cultural resources. To date, there has been no response to the second letter (which
our records show arrived on 10 April 2002).
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00101-130: Comments received during scoping are aggregated into a record of public scoping and are used to
frame the issues and the analyses in the DEIS. Scoping comments are not listed and identified
individually or responded to in the DEIS. Comments received on the quality of the analysis in the DEIS
are addressed specifically in the FEIS and may result in text changes to the FEIS as well.

00101-131: In response to comments on the DEIS, available subsistence-harvest data for a broad range of
resources (reported as per capita pounds harvested) for the five villages directly affected by the Exxon
Valdez oil spill, and accompanying text, have been added to Section 3.24.2.4. Those data show
harvest levels for all years available, both before and after the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

00101-132: The reader is directed to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00101-133: Section 5.3 in the FEIS contains a complete description of the government-to-government process
that the BLM followed.

00101-134: The BLM produced a “Summary of Scoping” document and sent it to Eyak and other Tribes in
November 2001.  The settlement claim for punitive damages related to the Exxon Valdez oil spill in
Prince William Sound is currently in litigation and is outside the scope of the environmental impact
statement process for the renewal of the Federal Grant of Right-of-Way.

00101-135: Government-to-government consultation is presented in Section 5.3 of the FEIS.

00101-136: The BLM and member agencies of the JPO are committed to ongoing government-to-government
consultations for the remainder of the renewal project and welcome invitations to participate in
meetings and dialogues with Native Tribes.

00101-137: Section 5.3 of the FEIS contains a detailed description of the extensive government-to-government
process followed by the BLM.  The BLM welcomes input on this process.

00101-138: The BLM is fully aware that these Tribes are federally recognized Tribal governments. Please see the
expanded government-to-government background material contained in Section 5.3 of the FEIS.  Text
discussing federally recognized Tribes has also been added to Sections 3.25.1.1 and 3.25.1.2.

00101-139: A Programmatic Agreement is being developed separately from the EIS to streamline the required
Section 106 process.  Federally recognized Tribes are being consulted.

00101-140: The Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development states that “Eyak was first
reported in 1869 as ‘Hyacks,’ an Alutiiq village.” (see
http://www.dced.state.ak.us/cbd/commdb/CF_BLOCK.cfm).  The EIS corrected the misstatement that
Eyak is a separate community, as it was in the past, bringing the text in line with a statement (later in
Section D.2.3.4.2, the section to which the comment refers) that Eyak was annexed by Cordova in
1992. Section D.2.3.4.2 has been corrected to identify Eyak as the Native Village of Eyak, a federally
recognized Native village within the city boundaries of Cordova that is designated by the U.S. Bureau
of the Census as an “Alaska Native Village Statistical Area.” The section to which the comment refers
does not imply that there is a separate economy of Eyak.  It does state, “Eyak has been more
peripheral to development in eastern Prince William Sound than Cordova,” which is consistent with
the data we compiled for the area.

00101-141: Section D.2.3.4.2 in the FEIS, which has been revised, describes the contemporary community of
Cordova and the village of Eyak.  It is not intended to discuss the traditional range of the Eyak people,
which is summarized in Table 3.25-2.
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00101-142: Section D.2.3.4.2 in Appendix D in the FEIS (formerly Section D.3.3.7 in the DEIS) has been revised
to clarify that separate subsistence harvest information was not presented for Eyak in the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game data.

00101-143: Data presented in the 2000 decennial census of population and housing indicate an overwhelming
economic importance of wage labor in Cordova.  The data presented indicate high subsistence
participation rates for the households surveyed, but do not contradict the sentence cited in the
comment. That stated, the sentence in Section D.2.3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised to avoid any
interpretations that might be considered inaccurate.

00101-144: Appendix D (Section D.2.3.4.2 in the FEIS) has been changed to separate Cordova from the Native
Village of Eyak.

00101-145: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment period in order to
be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-making process
apply to Tribal governments and Native organizations.  The process of government-to-government
consultation allows these groups to continue dialogue with the Bureau of Land Management.

00101-146: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year). The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment period in order to
be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-making process
apply to Tribal governments and Native organizations. The process of government-to-government
consultation allows these groups to continue a dialogue with the Bureau of Land Management.

The EIS addresses subsistence impacts anticipated under the proposed action and other alternatives
considered (see Sections 4.3.20, 4.4.4.14, 4.5.2.20, 4.6.2.20, and 4.7.8.1).  It also considers
subsistence impacts explicitly under ANILCA in Appendix E.

00101-147: The FEIS provides a substantially revised analysis of subsistence data, focused on communities, and
organized within ecological zones.  A wide body of scholarly research and testimony was examined in
preparing this analysis.  The EIS personnel examined more closely several studies concerning
impacts to subsistence from oil development on the North Slope, as well as the summary reports
concerning nearly a decade of research on consequences of the Exxon Valdez oil spill on the
subsistence practices of the affected villages in Prince William Sound and Lower Cook Inlet, authored
by Fall and Utermohle, Jorgenson, and Impact Assessment, Inc.

In the organization of the Environmental Consequences chapter, the analysis of impacts to
subsistence and socio-cultural systems in Sections 4.3 – 4.6 is limited to consideration of renewal of
the TAPS right-of-way, itself.  On note, the geographic scope of the TAPS in these sections, ends with
the Valdez Marine Terminal.  In Section 4.7, cumulative effects of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable activities are considered.  Specifically, continuing exploration and oil field development on
the North Slope, and marine transport of oil from Valdez to market is added to the analysis.  In
Sections 4.7.8.1 and 4.7.8.2, a more thorough discussion of impacts from the Exxon Valdez oil spill is
now included.
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00101-148: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment period in order to
be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-making process
apply to Tribal governments and Native organizations.  The process of government-to-government
consultation allows these groups to continue dialogue with the Bureau of Land Management.

00101-149: The reader is directed to the discussion of escrow funds found in Section 2.5.

00101-150: The Bureau of Land Management is the lead federal agency for the preparation of this EIS.
Regardless of the assistance provided in the preparation and review of the EIS, the BLM is
responsible for its content.

00101-151: Thank you for your comment.

00101-152: The Bureau of Land Management is the lead federal agency for the preparation of this EIS and has
consulted with affected Tribal and Native organizations throughout the TAPS ROW renewal and EIS
process. Government-to-government consultation procedures in accordance with Executive Order
13175 have been followed.  See Section 5.3 in the FEIS. Regardless of the assistance provided in the
preparation and review of the EIS, the BLM is responsible for its content.

00101-153: Hearings related to Section 810 of ANILCA were held in accordance with required procedures.  As the
lead federal agency associated with this EIS, the BLM established government-to-government
exchanges with all tribal governments in Alaska and more focused exchanges with 21 tribes directly
affected by the TAPS.  These 21 communities received more detailed mailings explaining the
proposed ROW renewal, the EIS process, and the various sources of additional information.
Meetings were held with all Tribal organizations and Native groups that requested them to discuss the
EIS process and related issues in greater detail.  At the meetings, specific emphasis was placed on
how Tribal organizations and Native groups can participate effectively in the EIS and ROW renewal
processes.  Detailed and timely information about hearing schedules was provided directly to Native
organizations and the media. BLM had no control over when the media chose to publish that
information. While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment
period in order to be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-
making process apply to tribal governments and Native groups. The process of government-to-
government consultation allows these organizations to continue dialogue with the Bureau of Land
Management and for their comments to be considered in the Record of Decision.

00101-154: All comments on the DEIS, including those provided by the Native Village of Eyak, have been
systematically evaluated and responded to in the process of preparing the FEIS. Any comments
pertinent to the evaluation of issues defined under the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act Section 810(a) have been incorporated in that evaluation.

00101-155: Comments received during scoping are aggregated into a record of public scoping and are used to
frame the issues and the analyses in the DEIS. Scoping comments are not listed and identified
individually or responded to in the DEIS. Comments received on the quality of the analysis in the DEIS
are addressed specifically in the FEIS and may result in text changes to the FEIS as well.
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00101-156: Access, land use, and trespass issues related to Native lands are addressed in the EIS in Section
4.3.23.1, “Land Use.” The issue of financial compensation for use of Tribal lands is outside the scope
of this EIS, which addresses the use of lands under the jurisdiction of the BLM.

00101-157: The reader is directed to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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Responses for Document 00102

00102-001: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment period in order to
be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-making process
apply to Tribal governments and Native organizations.  The process of government-to-government
consultation allows these groups to continue dialogue with the Bureau of Land Management.

00102-002: The FEIS states that certain parts of Prince William Sound contain bottom sediments contaminated
with hydrocarbons derived from the Exxon Valdez oil spill (Section 3.11.5.2).

00102-003: Response time would not be allowed to change form the current required times if any upgrades are
made at pump stations or the Valdez Marine Terminal.

00102-004: Traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) was one of several sources of information used in the analysis
of subsistence impacts (Section 4.3.20).  Sensitive or confidential information was noted used in
preparing the FEIS.

00102-005: We have a response form Tomasko that covers the extent of spill area in PWS (a similar comment
came from RCAC, Eyak, or Chugach).

00102-006: Section 4.7.8.1 has been revised to more clearly explain possible relationships between economic
factors of a cash economy and subsistence activities.

00102-007: Thank you for your comment.

00102-008: Sections 3.2.6 and 4.3.22 have been revised.

00102-009: The status of RCAC is beyond the scope of the EIS.

00102-010: Thank you for your comment.

00102-011: Section 30 remains in full effect.  The cumulative analysis presented in section 4.7 analyzes impacts
on the North Slope, the pipeline ROW and surrounding region, Prince William Sound, and tanker
traffic issues in the Gulf of Alaska and Pacific Ocean.  Impacts to subsistence are included in all the
cumulative analyses.

00102-012: The BLM and member agencies of the JPO enforce all aspects of the Federal Grant independently of
business decisions made by APSC.  This means that all regulatory and legal requirements are
enforced at all times.  APSC has the ability to modify employment and capital expenditure decisions
related to pipeline operations.  The BLM and JPO review these plans, but can not regulate business
decisions made by APSC.
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Responses for Document 00103

00103-001: Under the Federal Grant, APSC is responsible for maintaining and operating TAPS safely and in a
manner that is sufficiently protective of public safety and the environment. (See Grant Stipulation
1.21.1.) Except for contingency planning where Alaska regulations specifically call for an evaluation of
the adequacy of resources (equipment as well as personnel) by regulatory authorities, APSC alone
has the responsibility for developing appropriate management practices and operating procedures
and committing adequate resources to successfully implement those systems. However, in its
oversight capacity, the JPO does have the opportunity to evaluate the adequacy of APSC's operating
practices and does consider resource commitments (both equipment and personnel, including levels
of training) as part of the root cause analyses it performs for all identified operational deficiencies.
The JPO also has authority to require APSC to develop, and submit for JPO approval, a corrective
action plan that may also include implementing resources.  It is inappropriate for the JPO to direct the
application of specific types and amounts of resources for TAPS operations.  APSC retains the sole
responsibility for committing sufficient and appropriate resources to meet its obligations under the
Federal Grant and its stipulations.

The warming in Alaska in the last several decades is recognized.  Evidences of warming in areas
surrounding Alaska, including the Arctic Sea, as well as air temperatures, permafrost temperatures,
and field observations in thermokarst lakes and glaciers are presented in Section 3.12.7.

Monitoring for potential impacts from changes brought about by climate change is discussed in
Section 4.1.3.2.1.  The adaptive nature of the JPO’s oversight authority allows the JPO to issue
directives to APSC that could introduce new monitoring or technical requirements in the face of
changing ambient conditions.  See Section 4.1.1.2.

Finally, the JPO and APSC have entered into memoranda of agreements committing APSC to the use
of reliability centered maintenance (RCM) protocols to form the basis of its maintenance decisions.
See Section 4.1.1.7.
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00103-002: The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor.  Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group.  This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues.  The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills.  This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future.  In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-Plan), prepared by
APSC (2001g—see Section 3.30 of the FEIS for the reference), provides for significant resources,
including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the
pipeline, including at river crossings.

The C-Plan is updated periodically and lessons learned from actual occurrences as well as from
regular exercises conducted along the pipeline are incorporated into the C-Plan.  In addition, the C-
Plan is reviewed annually by BLM, every three years by ADEC, and every five years by DOT.  EPA
also reviews the plan as it applies to pump stations.  As part of this process, APSC and the federal
and state agencies with oversight responsibilities for TAPS make sure that the appropriate emergency
response equipment and personnel are made available along the TAPS.

Response crews and equipment for initial deployment are stationed at Pump Station 9, Glennallen,
Pump Station 12, and Valdez.  The entire region crossed by the pipeline has been characterized with
respect to the potential flow of spilled oil.  Appropriate containment tactics are described in the C-Plan
with site-specific descriptions for each identified containment site.  For example, the Region 5 plan,
which contains all contingency areas that could affect the Copper River, lists 12 contingency areas
and 38 segment areas.  Each of these 38 segment areas lists priority control actions and specific
containment instructions.  Each regional plan includes tables detailing materials and equipment
available for oil spill response at all stations and containment sites.

The reader is also referred to Section 4.4.4.3 where spill planning, response, and mitigation for the
Copper River Drainage are discussed (see the text box, “Oil Spill Planning for the Copper River
Drainage”).
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00103-003: The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor.  Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group.  This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues.  The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills.  This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future.  In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-Plan), prepared by
APSC (2001g—see Section 3.30 of the FEIS for the reference), provides for significant resources,
including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the
pipeline, including at river crossings.

The C-Plan is updated periodically and lessons learned from actual occurrences as well as from
regular exercises conducted along the pipeline are incorporated into the C-Plan.  In addition, the C-
Plan is reviewed annually by BLM, every three years by ADEC, and every five years by DOT.  EPA
also reviews the plan as it applies to pump stations.  As part of this process, APSC and the federal
and state agencies with oversight responsibilities for TAPS make sure that the appropriate emergency
response equipment and personnel are made available along the TAPS.

Response crews and equipment for initial deployment are stationed at Pump Station 9, Glennallen,
Pump Station 12, and Valdez.  The entire region crossed by the pipeline has been characterized with
respect to the potential flow of spilled oil.  Appropriate containment tactics are described in the C-Plan
with site-specific descriptions for each identified containment site.  For example, the Region 5 plan,
which contains all contingency areas that could affect the Copper River, lists 12 contingency areas
and 38 segment areas.  Each of these 38 segment areas lists priority control actions and specific
containment instructions.  Each regional plan includes tables detailing materials and equipment
available for oil spill response at all stations and containment sites.

The reader is also referred to Section 4.4.4.3 where spill planning, response, and mitigation for the
Copper River Drainage are discussed (see the text box, “Oil Spill Planning for the Copper River
Drainage”).
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Responses for Document 00104

00104-001: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00104-002: The reader is directed to the discussion of escrow funds found in Section 2.5.

00104-003: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, in which audits are addressed under Alternatives
and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.

00104-004: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00104-005: The BLM and the agencies within JPO acknowledge both that there have been legitimate issues
related to APSC's Employee Concerns Program (ECP) and that APSC has undertaken considerable
efforts to improve and refine its ECP program.

The BLM and JPO expect to continue to evaluate the effectiveness of APSC's ECP through
confidential surveys that will seek input from all TAPS employees (see Section 4.8.4 of the FEIS). Like
the three prior surveys, these efforts can provide broad measures of the confidence that TAPS
workers have in APSC's ECP and can suggest areas needing improvement.

The JPO also notes that a confidential hotline (1-800-764-5070) currently exists for employees or
members of the public to report issues and concerns about TAPS. Recorded messages are checked
daily by the BLM-Alaska Special Agent’s office.  The purpose of the hotline is to identify issues
relating to pipeline integrity, public safety, environmental protections and regulatory compliance for
incorporation into the JPO work program.  The BLM also refers employees seeking personal relief
(e.g., restoration of employment or lost compensation) to the U.S. Department of Labor or other
appropriate authorities for further investigation.

00104-006: The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the Grant and Lease.

The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.3 (Risk-based Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.4
(JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program), and 4.1.1.8 (Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.

00104-007: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.




